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Abstract 
With a look at the oral communicative proficiency, the present study seeks to probe the Iranian EFL learners` ingress to their 
innate system, and intends to come to an understanding of the state of their interlanguage development. While another goal is to 
construct an intermingled view of linguistic development in line with interlanguage development, the depiction of the fact that 
they are not always parallel is also intended.  In order to demonstrate the learners’ interlanguage investment, features such as 
halts in speaking, thought processes, consciousness usage of language and etc. have been explored. For the intended goals, a case 
study on a group of pre-intermediate B.A. students in one of the southern universities of Iran, named Velayat, have been 
designed. Through successive observations, interviews and a unique questionnaire for determination of student’s abstract 
knowledge about their development, the study provided a demographic representation of the interlanguage state of these learners, 
and a thick description of their innate system. Different linguistic features which were present in participants’ speech were 
allocated to their state of interlanguage development. Furthermore, the data revealed how the tendency to unconscious use of 
language will result in superior access to the innate system. Some interlanguage hypotheses have also been developed as a track 
for further research. 
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1. Introduction and theoretical underpinnings 
There have been some approaches toward L2 learning intending to justify how the foreign languages can be 
learned. Among them, contrastive and error analysis were the most popular in their time. Contrastive Analysis 
considers errors in L2 learning as the result of the differences between first language and second language. They 
believed that by a comparison there can be a prediction of all difficulties learners will have in second language 
learning. But because findings of contrastive analysis were subject to bias in which no confirmation through research 
and analysis became provided, the approach lost its mainstream significance. This approach replaced by error 
analysis because theoretically it was just focused on the description of structure of languages, and empirically it 
predicted errors which may never occur or errors which their occurrences had never been predicted. (Gass and 
Selinker, 2013) 
Then Lado in 1957 proposed the idea of error analysis as a tendency toward systematic analysis of learners` 
speech and writing samples. The great caveat was that not only could many errors not be easily described by transfer 
from L1, but also there were some errors that could not be dedicated to L2 itself. Furthermore, other criticisms were 
on the perspective that in language learning, good and correct utterances are as important as errors. 
This was why scholars turned to interlanguage hypothesis to investigate the way learners acquire their second 
languages. Scholars understood that learners` linguistic systems were different from both their first and second 
languages. As different ideas popped up about this internal rule-govern system which is the result of learner`s 
imposed rules on taken input from target language, scholars in 1960s and 1970s proposed various names for it. 
Nemser (1971) called it “Approximate System”, while Corder (1967) named it as “Transitional Competence”. 
among them, it was Larry Selinker`s term “Interlanguage” that gained wide currency (1972). 
Devoted works have searched the role of interlanguage in language learning and they found that it is the road 
which will fulfill the required necessities to achieve sooner, and in better manner, the destination of language 
learning. While the focus of learning changed from traditional learning and teaching to more communicative ways of 
language learning and teaching (because communication can play the most significant role in language learning and 
is its main goal), understanding of interlanguage and its development over the internalization of linguistic rules 
seems essential. 
2.Practical investments 
Considering practical underpinnings, many studies have been conducted with respect to three prominent 
theoretical questions about interlanguage development: they asked about what processes are involved and 
responsible for interlanguage construction, what the nature of interlanguage continuum is, and what the explanation 
of the fact that most learners do not reach the full L2 competence can be (Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford, 1993; 
Billmyer, 1990; Bouton, 1992; Ellis, 1992; Sawyer, 1992; Schmidt, 1983; Siegal, 1994; Wildner-Bassett, 1984; 
Takahashi & DuFon, 1989; etc.). 
Kasper and Schmidt (1996) in “Developmental Issues in Interlanguage Pragmatic” explored the fact that although 
there were many theoretical perspectives toward interlanguage pragmatic, no empirical studies had been conducted 
at that time to explain interlanguage development. 
Meanwhile, through a focus on interlanguage development, some scholars touched the morphological 
development (thesis proposed by Hobsson, 1999). A shift from written observation of the interlanguage 
development toward observation of oral structures flourished in the works of some scholars, like Payne and 
Whitney`s “Developing L2 Oral Proficiency through Synchronous CMC: Output, Working Memory, and 
Interlanguage Development” (2002). They demonstrated significant differences between two groups of learners with 
the aid of chatroom talks for the experimental group, and stated that the interlanguage development on the part of 
oral proficiency can be facilitated by computer mediated communications. Ruiz-Debbe (2005) observed the process 
of interlanguage development of Spanish learners of English through a focus on past-tense in learners` oral and 
written productions. 
Some years later, critical views emerged in the works of some scholars. For instance, Naves (2007) started to 
measure learners` written interlanguage rather than just to observe it. Afterward, Ruegg (2010) and Wong (2012) 
started to measure the learners` written interlanguage by intertwining the process of learning through unfocused 
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feedback and imitation. However, it seems that no attention has been paid to deduce and illuminate the 
interlanguage of the learners based on their communicative oral productions, while most of the language use is oral. 
Therefore, there is a need to investigate this aspect through a study in order to perfectly correlate the interlanguage 
development to the development of language learning and linguistic development. The focus of the present study is 
to understand and to elicit features of Iranian EL Learners` interlanguage development and to analyze how, when, 
why and in what order they have access to their interlanguage through analysis of their communicative speaking 
productions. 
3.Main inquiries 
The research questions have guided the present study are as follows: 
x What are the linguistic principles of pre-intermediate EFL learners’ interlanguage in Velayat 
University of Iranshahr? 
x How does their interlanguage develop over time? (Both at the time of study and further influences) 
x How does their innate-system help them internalize English as a second language? 
x What are some interlanguage hypotheses which can be obtained through observation of Iranian 
EFL learners` communication? 
4. Methodology 
4.1. Design 
A case study was designed to explore pre-intermediate EFL learners` state of interlanguage access. To this end, a 
class had been selected to focus on, from a mixed class of first term B.A students of translation and literature in 
Velayat University of Iranshahr. The class had been conducted twice a week with the aids of focused-tasks. 
Instruction were based on post-method approach toward language teaching. The students’ talks had been observed 
by the researchers in all sessions. Throughout the study, sixteen observed sessions had been note-taken, and the 
results became transcribed for further analysis. The process of the learners’ interlanguage development had been 
explored and prescribed. Overall developments of the students had been summed up in every two weeks (four 
sessions) as a draft. 
In order to find access to the students’ innate systems, some features had primarily been selected as the focus of 
the class observations. Halts of speaking, thought-processes involved, the extent of students` consciousness of their 
errors, load time before speaking, transferring translation, and the difficulties in listening as well as speaking had 
been focused. The exposure itself, as a way of developing the total speaking proficiency of the students became 
analyzed. Grammatical constructions and the way students internalize them had also been mentioned. Some points 
had also been stated to demonstrate why the development speed for some students were faster than the others. The 
study also illuminated the extent to which students paid attention to the comprehension in general, with respect both 
to their own comprehension and other`s understanding of their statements. The factors will be discussed in details 
through the study.  
The interactions among the students, and between them and one of the researchers as the teacher of the selected 
class, were recorded. There had been overall evaluation of students` current ability in using linguistic constructions 
and their development in communication as the tool for their interlanguage depiction. Through interviews, students` 
abstract knowledge about how they acted and improved had been provided; thus, in the present article, there will be 
a comparison on the point of how students perceive development and how development in interlanguage occurs in 
their productions. There had also been a questionnaire distributed among the students at the end of the course for a 
realization of what their focuses were, and so, to understand what were their ultimate state of interlanguage at the 
end of the course. There will be qualitative data analysis, and descriptive presentation of the data in following parts.  
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4.2. Goals of the study 
In this study the focus was on understanding the state of Iranian EFL students` interlanguage and interlanguage 
development. To this end, a case study had been designed to explore the learners’ oral proficiency and language 
development over a period of two months. This assisted the researchers to elicit some abstract knowledge about the 
learners’ interlanguage development and helped them to add up to an apprehension of the processes which goes on 
through language learning. The manner of perception of how this interlanguage and innate system processes can 
serve students in second language learning and second language oral communication is also significant in the 
present work. The study will show what linguistic features these students had used in different states of 
interlanguage development. Based on their capability in speaking, a demographic representation of their innate 
system categorization has been provided. Some interlanguage hypotheses has been developed from the collected 
data.  
The study will also provide a classification of different states of interlanguage access which has not been 
presented in the literature, in line with states of linguistic constructions according to each level of interlanguage 
access. The purpose is to show how interlanguage can affect the oral communicative proficiency development 
through a growth in achieving admission to different points of the innate system. In relation, the effect of oral 
communication of interlanguage development will also be considered. 
4.3. Participants 
The study included observations of an EL class of the freshmen in Velayat university of Iranshahr.  About one 
third of the learners were male and the others were female. The class was a mixed-gender glass of 21 different-
proficiency-level students. At the beginning of the study, most of them had low oral proficiency with some 
exceptions in between. Although the detailed description of the students seemed unessential for the progression of 
the study and the researchers were not intended to do so, the overall observations of the class verifies learners` 
homogeneity in general language knowledge. 
4.4. Procedure 
The class was conducted twice a week with the aid of focused-tasks. The students’ talks were observed by the 
researchers in all sessions. Different kinds of strategies and techniques in focused-tasks were used for construction 
of communicative rapport among the students, and among the teacher and the students as well. Examples of such 
tasks are provided bellow: 
x Students were invited to look out through the windows of the classroom for three minutes. 
Then they were said to sit in different groups and talk about what they have just seen. Next, students 
sitting on different rows of the class have talked about different sights/scenes they observed. 
x Dealing with a topic in the course book which seemed to be interesting for the students, the 
students were said to give their own opinions, experiences, and understandings of the topic among 
themselves. Then for developing individual speaking and listening skills, each time two students were 
chosen to come in front of the class, and simultaneously, without considering each other`s words, 
address the rest of the class self-asserting their ideas about the topic. The rest of the class were 
supposed to get as much as information as they could from these two students or had to just focus on 
one. 
While observing students performing the tasks, the researchers were taking notes and recording the activities. 
Features which have been stated prior in design section had been fully under consideration. With observation and 
consideration of recorded conversations at hand in every four session, certain hypotheses were obtained about 
students` state of access to innate system, their state of oral proficiency development, and their interlanguage rules. 
Then researchers conducted some interviews for further data induction for a closer look, in which the researchers 
were participants, too. Individual differences were noted, and certain grouping of students for analysis were shaped 
according to their interlanguage access and their communicative competency. Through ongoing assessment of 
students` performances, their interlanguage development in line with linguistic developments were studied. At the 
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end of the course, a questionnaire became distributed among students to deduce the abstract knowledge of their own 
development. Certain features like their extent of focus on meaning, their consciousness about their improper 
linguistic constructions, their self-evaluation, etc. were evaluated. These all led to a detail analysis for obtaining the 
proper results in accordance with the inquiries of the research. 
4.5. Methods of data generation and data analysis 
Three types of information were needed to respond to the research questions. Main direct observations were used 
as the first instrument, based on which data were elicited from the learners. Other type of data-elicitation tools were 
questionnaires and interviews from which students’ abstract knowledge about their own development were deduced. 
These both would hopefully help the researchers have access to students’ innate system, and have the opportunity to 
explore and investigate students’ interlanguage. 
While one important part of the study was the students` own evaluation of their improvement in oral proficiency, 
the researchers had conducted a session of interview to estimate students` own prognostication of their development. 
The goal was to see whether or not students` state of awareness of their development could be explored through a 
comparison between the data gathered based on observation drafts, and the interviews which had been conducted. 
Questionnaires were also developed based on the interview questions, and were distributed among all participants 
for further data generation. The detail description of each method of data collection will be provided in the data 
analysis part of the study. 
The elicited data were analyzed in a qualitative way. According to the nature of the deduced data, researchers 
managed to analyze them in an appropriate manner. With respect to each method of data generation, the analyses 
which were employed are as follows: 
a. Observation 
The researchers used two methods of data elicitation in their observations. In one case, one of the observers was 
only as a neutral member in the class, and observed the class mainly as a roaring camera. On the other hand, the 
second researcher participated in the class to enhance interactions. The collected data were from both observers 
through 16 sessions of the study, and were summarized in 4 drafts. The focused features (mentioned in procedure 
part of methodology) were mostly qualitative. So the overall analysis of the data from observation was on a 
comparison between the drafts obtained from this two-month study. There was also, as it has been mentioned, an 
ongoing assessment of the data even at the time of the observation in the class. Problems, restrictions and any 
further point of interest from the deduced data will also be stated in the discussion part of the paper. 
b. Interview 
To examine whether learners were aware of their own interlanguage development and their progress in oral 
communicative proficiency, the researchers had prepared an interview in which they indirectly sought to absorb the 
extent of the abstract knowledge learners have about their interlanguage processes. The interview was prepared in a 
semi-structured manner, led both to some specific essential information the researchers demanded on linguistic 
constructions, and to the extra factors which were not predictable prior to the study. 
c. Questionnaire 
A questionnaire with 10 items was prepared and conducted based on the questions in the interview. This, in fact, 
had helped the researchers to gain more data at hand, and led to triangulation of the qualitative data on students` 
abstract knowledge of their development. Each question in the questionnaire had explored one important aspect of 
interlanguage development and ingress. It should be mentioned that because of the danger of probability of the bias 
that students may be unable to provide proper written answers in English when they want to give information about 
their development, focus, and self-evaluation, the questionnaire had been conducted with Persian Language 
(students` native language). 
It should also be mentioned that the analysis of the data was in line with the proposed research questions. 
Throughout the study, researchers had focused on three divisions of interlanguage. The divisions are as follow: 
1. Level of Production: in which the focus is on correct structures as well as the inappropriate 
constructions learners have in production. 
2. Perceptions: in which the focus is on the development of perceptive ability in learners from 
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the introduction of the course to the end of it. 
3. Speaking without difficulty: in which the focus is on the overall ease of speaking in learners, 
and the extent to which they can continue their interaction without difficulty. 
With respect to each of these factors the total analysis of the study based on data deduced from observation, 
interview, and questionnaire were analyzed. Through the study, as stated before, another goal was to come to an 
understanding of “how researchers estimated learners` improvements”, and “how learners estimated their own 
developments.” In the following section, the results has been demonstrated. 
5. Elicited data and Discussion 
The researchers have divided the results and discussions into 3 separate sections to be more outstanding and 
clear. Each of the sections are somehow related to one of the research questions of the study based on the obtained 
results. Students observed speaking proficiency allows three categorization: Elementary, pre-intermediate, and 
intermediate communicative proficient groups. 
5.1.  Students’ current state of innate system 
a. Based on the analysis of the observations 
The students in elementary group seemed to have more conscious focus on grammar and vocabulary. They 
seemed to be unaware of most of their inappropriate interlanguage constructions. Their extent of being silent, their 
reluctance for communication, and their halts and pauses in speaking all seemed to be symptoms of a focus on the 
grammar and vocabulary. A great amount of translation occurred in all their utterances. Even they had less 
preservation for intonation and stress, so they consciously or unconsciously adapted some Persian pronunciation 
rules. Less focus can be detected on the meaning for this group since they had devoted most of their times to the 
construction of sentences which they wanted to say in a specific task. The limited amount of words seemed to be 
their concern, and because of the same fact they did not want to participate much in conversations. They had 
minimum comprehension, and they knew it as a result of limitation in understanding of the constructions and 
meaning of the words. With a focused attention, we can categorize their interlanguage to be in its initial stages of 
activation.  
In comparison, the students with pre-intermediate communicative proficiency seemed to be more eager to talk, 
and less fearful of communication. Less halts were present in their utterances. Although they were also in search of 
correct grammar structures, the importance of the meaning in communication was also vivid for them. They were 
focused on the meaning and form simultaneously as it was distinct in their excess motivation to speak, and their 
thinking processes at the time of speaking. They seemed to have more cognitive loads at the time of speaking 
because they were conservative to the pronunciation, stress and intonation along with focus on grammar and 
meaning. For a second classification we can categorize this group to be in their middle stages of innate system 
access. Whenever there is a growth of concern about meaning, less focus is deviated to the structures and segmental 
features of the language in this group.  
For students in last group, what matters is the communication itself. With focus on meaning, less focus in form is 
preserved. Interlanguage is activated and so it constructs the necessary constructions with its rules (whether wrong 
or right it allows more fluent communication). Fewer pauses in their speaking existed because of their interlanguage 
rules. The interlanguage absorbs necessary constructions for communicating based on the inputs students have from 
books, extra readings, group discussions in classes and at the dormitory, and so on. Although students were not 
focused on the constructions in this group, they have found many changes in their use of language. As can be seen 
from observations, they are in favor of spontaneous talk rather than talking about a pre-read topic. This verified their 
ability to handle the conversation with which they shared their ideas even with limited knowledge of structures. It 
seems that although there were many wrong constructions in comparison to the target language grammar, their 
interlanguage was more at hand so that it fed them with its absorbed rules whenever it was demanded to convey a 
message. Because they do not have a full access to innate system to communicate fully like native-like people, 
researchers stated their interlanguage to be at before-native-like level. 
 
b. Based on analysis of interviews 
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A glance over the generated data of interviews verified the researchers’ observations.  Elementary students, when 
asked about questions in the interview, they had more concern about what they have learned about vocabulary, 
grammar, structures, and their own articulations. They felt comfortable about pre-read topics because they thought 
that they knew the grammars, at least, because they had focused on it before the class. They believed they could 
communicate better at the end of the course, but they knew this as a result of better mastery of grammar and 
vocabulary. Again it can verify a concern at production level which we mentioned in interlanguage categorization 
before. 
Pre-intermediate communicative proficient students seemed to come to a concern of meaning as the main goal for 
language learning. Knowing communication as a changed focus in themselves, they tried to comprehend well, as 
well as articulating well. Conscious and unconscious use of language construction was vivid when they spoke. 
When they were more focused on form, certain problems like halts, pauses and thinking load were vivid from class 
observations; they seemed to have grammatical problems but they were more fluent when the meaning was their 
focus. As they stated, they were eager to know grammatical rules, because they believed that if they know them, 
they will simultaneously use grammar in their conversations. For them, in negotiation of meaning, comprehension 
was very important especially when teacher talked, because they believed that he used correct structures.  Their goal 
was to extend their communication, so they can be put under the category in which students focus on comprehension 
in their interlanguage development.  
In comparison, if we look at the data obtained from intermediate communicative proficient students, we will find 
that they see language as a tool for communication. The beginning and end role of language learning is 
communication as they believed. They want to understand and want to be understood. Whether simultaneous talk or 
talking about previously preserved topics, they were eager to participate even if they did not have enough 
knowledge of the topics. They said that their focus on structures have decreased from the beginning to the end of the 
course, and they have learned speaking by speaking. So interlanguage as it seems is more at hand here. They did not 
think about the structures at the time of speaking, and that is where we can claim that interlanguage provided them 
with the rules it got from the positive and negative feedbacks. Because they talked more, whether with correct or 
wrong structures, their interlanguage had a better chance to test and retest its rules. Step by step it will lead them to a 
state of Speaking without difficulty after the course. Once more it should be mentioned that speaking without 
difficulty is not mean to be speaking without inappropriate grammar.  
c. Based on analysis of questionnaires 
Students with low proficiency had less understanding of their errors at the time of speaking. As they evaluated 
themselves, they said that they searched for structures at the time of speaking. They devoted their full attention to 
the grammar and vocabulary. This, alongside with translations from Persian as first language, implies that they are 
focused about forms rather than meaning in communication. Their inability to speak spontaneously in comparison to 
the topics about which they had pre-reading verifies their focus on forms. Significant is the fact that they knew their 
classmates had less understanding of their statements, but they related this to the wrong constructing of grammar. 
They had written that they focused more on grammar and words in communication, and because they did not know 
many words and English constructions, they think they cannot understand others well. They only knew that they 
loved to talk and communicate, but because they were not proficient enough, they could not extend their 
discussions. 
Pre-intermediate group seemed to have a multiple focus on grammar, vocabulary, intonation, stress and meaning 
at the same time. From their answers, it is deduced that they most of the time were aware of their problems. They 
said that “if we recognize a wrong construction in our sentences, we try to rectify it.” They believed that they search 
for structures in communication, and half of them believed they have translations in constructions. There is no 
difference for around half of the students to talk about themselves or talk about a topic about which they had 
information, as they claimed. So there seemed to be a kind of more access to innate system. Integration of form and 
meaning is the truth that led them to be cautious about their own and their friends` comprehension.  When they 
asked to write about the part on which they had focus, they seemed to have a mixed focus on pronunciation, 
grammar, meaning and other features. They stated that they will continue conversation somehow, but not to a great 
extent. They declared a tendency toward speaking, but they seem to feel inability in some specific cases. This again 
is a symbol of conscious use of structures but with a same attention toward meaning. 
Students in intermediate group were the most talkative. They were only proficient on the part of communication, 
and some of them even did not have any handling of the grammar structures at all. 6 of them wrote that they had 
understanding of their problems, although their reaction was different in response, so their state of awareness of 
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wrong constructions is demonstrative. For those with the communication as the goal (negotiation of the meaning), 
diminishing the problem was important because they wanted to convey their message in a proper way without any 
misunderstanding on the part of audience. For this group, complexity of the context and message brought a need for 
grammatical probe. It can be understood their main focus was on meaning, and grammar is important for them only 
in time of inability in communication. Less translation from Persian, ease of speaking (both spontaneous and about a 
prepared topics), more attention to others` perception at the time of communication, and a focus more on supra-
segmental features (with an extreme focus on meaning, then pronunciation and structure), were all illuminative of an 
extended access to the innate system. 
5.2. A comparison between groups and their scale of access to innate system, and their development 
If a detailed glance be given too the groups in the study, it can be understood that interlanguage cannot be put in a 
framework. Although some specific features are present in each stage of innate system, some controversies are also 
noteworthy. By a magnified focus, it can be seen that in different groups, always there are some exceptions that have 
a tendency toward the preceding or exceeding group. For instance, with a close attention to the results of the 
questionnaires and interviews from high communicative proficient group, it can be notified that three students have 
tendency in respect to the focus on grammatical structures. As another instance, it can be seen that one student from 
among elementary groups thinks that she can develop if she pays attention to the meaning rather than form. It can 
demonstrate her extra focus on meaning in comparison with others` mere attention to the form. 
Being aware of the errors, as another important factor, also differs for each person. One declared that she is 
completely aware of the mistakes she makes, while another said that she only understands very few of her 
grammatical problems in conversation. Both girls were from Elementary group,but then why are their awarenesses 
differ? The answer is in the difference in access to interlanguage. When the researchers asked in interview (for more 
exploration) that how and why these two students think in this way, they found that even within the students with 
lower communicative proficiency, meaningfulness can play important role toward their point of view of speaking. 
The more engagement in conveying massage, the less focus is on grammar. This less focus is the fact that one 
student thinks she is not aware of much inappropriate grammare she makes in conversation. From a broad point of 
view, it may be the case that these two students are at the same level of communicative proficiency, but in reality 
there is much difference. It should be bear in mind that the starting point, the amount of progress, the number of 
features and features priority differs for each student. The point is that, considering the students` interlanguage 
development is easy when all students go stairs of development upward in the same pace, but in reality, it is not the 
case. 
It also should be stated that when talking about interlanguage development, one should not think about linguistic 
mistakes that students make. In data analysis, researchers found that one girl seemed to have more grammatical 
problems than before at the end of the course. Although it seems to be a decline, in reality it is not. The extent of 
communication has changed to a great extent at the end of the course for her, but inappropraite linguistic 
constructions were also more prominent. As a matter of fact, it is not always easy to find congruence between 
interlanguage development and learners’ linguistic development in a specific period of learning process. To digest 
what is intended, just give a look at the graph below: 
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Graph 1. Observed developmental features 
 
Although the present study is not longitudinal enough, it gains from the fact that it has different groups with 
different communicative proficiency level. Students in elementary group and pre-intermediate group should go 
across certain procedures to be at intermediate level. Of course it is not correct to consume that those students in 
intermediate level of communicative language proficiency will stay at that level. They will step forward afterward to 
gain native-like language communication proficiency if they would be capable of. Meanwhile the progression is 
through specific procedures, the rate and speed of development really is affected by the exposure and participation 
the students have, so it is different from person to person. The researchers constructed Graph 2 for demonstration of 
interlanguage development based on a comparison of the three groups. 
As can be predicted, the elementary communicative students are either in “No IL access level” or in “Initial 
stages.” Pre-intermediate students based on the features presented are in “Middle stages of IL access.” It should be 
mentioned that in this stages the cognitive processes are more complex and burdensome. Students with intermediate 
communicative proficiency are at “Before native-like stages” and they gain, nearly, a full access of their innate 
systems. In that level, through the stages, students had certain linguistic problems although they were proficient 
enough to communicate. This was because their interlanguage needed time to be exactly functional like Target 
language.  
It is important to know although levels are somehow describable, the stages are not clear-cut. It means students 
have different capabilities and rates of development in language use which are based on their participation, 
motivation, personal factors like hesitation, and intelligence. As it was mentioned before, in present study we have 
students with tendencies toward preceding or forthcoming groups. This determination is possible through the 
features students shown and believed they had focused on. That’s why again in the graph there is no footpace in 
each level of interlanguage access. Each level contains different stages in which students have progress. So there is 
no stillness in interlanguage process when describing levels of access. 
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Graph 2. Representation of interlanguage development in line with linguistic development 
5.3. How their innate-system helps them to internalize English as a second language? (Whether it is activated, not 
activated, or their learning is by memorization) 
Vividly it can be elucidated from the developmental graph that with each stage and level of development in 
innate system access, the students achieve higher linguistic, communicative and practical use of language. It verifies 
that more access to interlanguage equals more learning and usage of language. As it was mentioned, through 
hypothesis testing, innate system evaluates its own constructed rules. It acts like interdisciplinary tool to deliver a 
language different from student`s first language. In the present study lower access of interlanguage had been 
bolstered by conscious focus on linguistic features, while higher access allows more communicative and expanded 
language use for students. Also when a development in students` innate system access can lead to intensive use of 
language, itself can be a symptom that students` knowledge and internalization of language is also increased. 
Memorization has step by step diminished when students reached higher levels of innate system access, and the 
result was two-fold dependent on consequences. When students` interlanguages develop, they can be away from 
mere memorization and their learning is adaptable to various real life situations. This participation allows more 
communication and provides more input for interlanguage to construct rules and to test them. This again will be 
resulted in more interlanguage access and development. These spiral dependent occurrences continues, till a learner 
achieves a native-like proficiency and a native-like interlanguage access.  
5.4. What are some interlanguage hypotheses which can be obtained through investment of learners` communicative 
competence? 
As it was mentioned, the most unique feature of the present study is its formulation of some interlanguage 
hypotheses based on the learners` interlanguage development, but through magnified study of their communicative 
oral productions. While limited space does not allow for data presentation, the hypotheses are just mentioned here as 
the total summation of analysis. 
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x The students usually use present verbs to mention past events at the time of speaking when the 
focus is meaning (mostly occurs in middle stages of IL access). 
x Students unconsciously provide prepositions (e.g. “to”) after all the verbs in communication, 
whether the verb is transitive or intransitive (both in middle stages and near-native like stages of IL 
access). 
x When meaning is the prime focus, learners inappropriate structures do not change easily. 
x Although students are fully aware of noun/verb agreement, they eliminate “s” when they want to 
refer to singular pronoun at the time of speaking (this mostly occurs in middle stages, but also in initial 
stages). 
Some other interlanguage hypotheses emerged from the data, but because of the few occurrences, further data 
need to be collected. 
6. Conclusion 
To put all in a nutshell, the main focus was on the Iranian EL learners’ interlanguage oral communication. For 
better evaluation, the study benefitted from different tools of data generation to see how students` oral production 
and their interlanguage are supporting each other. Certain features have been discussed which illustrated 
interlanguage depiction in line with linguistic mastery in learning process. The honeymoon of the work was some 
interlanguage hypotheses which are based on a thorough investigation of these pre-intermediate EFL language 
learners through observations, interviews, and questionnaires. Why honeymoon, because it is just the beginning, 
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